Counting Temporal Parts:
A Semantic Solution to ‘Metaphysical’ Puzzles of | dentity

Mark M oyer
Department of Philosophy
Rutgers University
26 Nichol Ave.

New Brunswick, NJ 08901
mmmoyer@eden.rutgers.edu
(732)-628-0907



Counting Temporal Parts:
A Semantic Solution to M etaphysical Puzzles of |dentity

Abstract

Lewis presents the problem of reconciling tempord parts theory with our actud counting
practices. He offers a solution, but one that, he says, conflicts with intuition, an evil that is merdly lesser
than other evils. | argue that the problem dissolves of its own once we spell out the semantics of
tempora partstak, for the semantics for tensed sentences quite naturaly provides a tempordly relative
nation of things being ‘the same. Conflating this relation with absolute identity has resulted in the
appearance of a problem, the appearance of a conflict with intuition.

This counting problem is, upon closer ingpection, a generd one. Though Lewis presents the
counting problem as arisng only in fantastic cases of fisson and fusion, the same problem underlies
everyday cases of lumps of clay being formed into satues. Thus we find our recherché counting
problem is of generd interest to those who worry about materia congtitution. Moreover, the problemis
not with counting but with ‘identity’. Findly, the problem has troubled temporal parts advocates, yet the
problem and its solution can easly be stated in terms independent of one's ontology. Thus, the problem

is best seen not as a metaphysical puzzle, but as a semantic confusion.



Counting Temporal Parts:
A Semantic Solution to M etaphysical Puzzles of |dentity

Lewis presents the problem of reconciling tempord parts theory with our actud counting
practices. He offers a solution, but one that, he says, conflicts with intuition, an evil that is merely lesser
than other evils. | argue that the problem dissolves of its own once we spell out the semantics of
tempord parts talk, for the semantics for tensed sentences quite naturaly provides a tempordly relative
notion of things being ‘the same. Conflating this relation with absolute identity has resulted in the
appearance of a problem, the appearance of a conflict with intuition.

This counting problem is, upon closer ingpection, a generd one. Though Lewis presents the
counting problem as arisng only in fantastic cases of fisson and fuson, the same problem underlies
everyday cases of lumps of clay being formed into satues. Thus we find our recherché counting
problem is of generd interest to those who worry about material congtitution. Moreover, the problem is
not with counting but with ‘identity’. Findly, the problem has troubled tempora parts advocates, yet the
problem and its solution can eadily be stated in terms independent of on€'s ontology.

A now outdated view has it that puzzles of philosophy are, a root, our confusions about our
language. According to the view, we should not look to the world to give us the answer but & our
words to untangle the question; such puzzles need to be dissolved, not solved. | will not argue for such
abroad clam. But I will try to dissolve some puzzles. Though consdered metaphysica puzzles about
what exigs, | will argue that the problems and their resolutions are independent of ontology. These are,

| claim, smple semantic puzzles requiring only a better understanding of our own words.

The Counting Problem

According to traditiona tempora parts theory, objects are time worms, and, just as objects
have spatial parts, so too do they have tempora parts. My noseis a spatid part of me, me during my
fird year is atempora pat of me. A tempord dice, goes the story, is a spaialy maxima momentary
tempord part. The theory is also typicaly characterized by giving a suggestive fragment of a semantic



theory. Because | wish to be quite careful about the new terminology being introduced, | will distinguish
English from the new language, Wormese, and specify truth conditiond equivaences between them.
Thus we have, wheret,, isthe time of utterance:

“Tomwas tdl” istruein English iff “there is some dice of Tom beforet, thet istdl” istruein

Wormese1
Note that English contains tensed predications while Wormese contains only tensdess predications.?
Lewis, though, reports a problem for the tempora parts account. Imagine that Al splitsinto two

fully functionad humans, much as a cell divides to become two complete cells. After the time of fisson,
t;, there are two people there, cdl them Cd and Hd. Ca and Hal have identica memories of their lives

up through t but different memories of what comes after t;. If people are time worms defined by mental
continuity, it seems that there are two overlgpping time worms which are persons, one beginning with
‘Al' and continuing with ‘Cd’, te other beginning with ‘Al' and continuing with ‘Ha’. One it
committed to this by the tempord parts view done, but details of the identity conditions for persons are
independent of the present argument.3 Lewis then asks,

what do we say when a stage shared between two (or more) people is present? Strictly speaking, two
people are present there by way of that one stage, but the fact that there are two is extrinsic to the timein
question. It seemsfor all the world that there is only one. We will have to say something counter-intuitive,

but we get a choice of evils4

Lewis s solution is that in practice we often do not count objects by identity; rather, we count
by identity-at-t, for some relevant timet, where two objects are identical- at-t iff their tempord dices at
t are identical. Appedling to this new account of our counting, Lewis hopes to reconcile the tempord

parts account with our actual counting practice. Of course, we aso need rules saying when to use

1Some proponents and opponents of temporal parts would insist that temporal partstalk carrieswith it an ontological
commitment to temporal parts, acommitment that isnot captured in the translation schemal have sketched. They
might insist that “the sliceof Tom at tistall” istruein Wormeseiff “Tomistall” istruein Englishand there are

temporal parts. The claim isdebatable, but my argument isindependent of the issue; the same problems occur for
either of these truth conditions.

2Saying that something ‘istall’ in Wormese isto say (or it at |east entails) that it was, is, and will betall at all times at
which it exists.

3Lewis s paper, “Survival and Identity,” is an argument that thisis the most reasonable thing to say.
40n the Plurality of Worlds, p. 218.



which sort of counting. As Lewis suggests, though, we can see, a least roughly, how such a theory

might go.

How many persons entered the duplication center yesterday? We may reply: [Cal] entered and [Hal]
entered, and no one else; although [Cal] and [Hal] are not identical today, and are not identical simpliciter,
they were identical yesterday. So counting by identity-yesterday, there was only one. Counting by
identity-today, there were two; but it is inappropriate to count by identity-today when we are talking solely
about the events of yesterday. Counting by identity simpliciter there were two; but in talking about the

events of yesterday it is as unnatural to count by identity asit isto count by identity-today.>
Dissolving the Counting Problem: The Semantics of ‘the Same’

It seems that tempora parts theory conflicts with common sense. According to tempora parts
theory,

1) Personsaretimeworms.
2) Two wormsexist before the fisson.
3) Therefore, not one but two people exist before the fission.

And, goes the thinking, this clearly anflicts with the intuition that says that only one person existed
before the fisson. Ergo, tempora parts theory conflicts with intuition. Presumably, this is why Lewis
concludes that “We will have to say something counter-intuitive”® And, apparently, the counter-
intuitive daim we will have to buy isthat our counts are, “grictly spesking”, fase.

This, as | say, is the lesson one learns reading Lewis. However, | think this lesson is wrong.
Tempord parts theory does not conflict with intuition. Tempora parts theory does not need to be
rescued by a pragmetic theory of counting. And, findly, our counts are not, gtrictly spesking, fase.
This, | will argue, is the picture that emerges once we fully gopreciate the ambiguity Lewis is pointing
out. Infact, I will be endorsng dmogt everything Lewis says, though | hope to generdize some here,
provide anove perspective there, and, in the end, endorse an dternative methodol ogy.

| begin by arguing that the ambiguity Lewis notes, our counting in two ways, is an ambiguity
inherent in the semantics of tempora parts theory. The semantics therefore, will help us understand the

ambiguity, for, properly understood, the common sense claim that one person entered the duplication

5“Survival and Identity,” p. 63.
60n the Plurality of Worlds p. 218.



chamber does not conflict with the theoretica claim that two people entered. To establish this, though,
we must examine the semantic theory dready presented.
Lewis has given us a schema for evauating sentences predicating temporaly intrinsgc properties.

Incompatible temporary intrinsic properties do not all belong to the samething. A persisting thing perdures.
It consists of temporal parts, or stages, different ones at different times, which differ in their intrinsic
properties. When | sit and then stand, bent stages are followed by straight stages. Each stage has its
shape simpliciter. Shapeistruly intrinsic.

To be sure, my shapes belong in the first instance to my stages, and in a derivative, relational way to the
whole of me. Persisting thing x is bent at time't iff some stage of x isat t and is bent.”

What perhaps is not clear is that there are two things here being caled ‘bent’, an intrinsc property,
which is ingantiated by dices, and a tempordly relative ‘property’ or, more properly, a rdation to a
time, which is had by persding things® Thus, Lewis is saying thet for alarge class of predicates, we
can evauate sentences involving a reldion to a time in terms of a corresponding temporaly intringc
property. “Bent”, for example, is therefore ambiguous, referring in Wormese to an intringc property
and in English to ardaion.

According to Lewis, then, how we evauate a sentence depends upon whether the predicate can
be evauated directly as the ingtantiation of a corresponding temporaly intrinsic property. For those that
can, to say of a perssting object that it has the tempordly relative property e t is to say that a dice of
that object a t has the corresponding tempordly intringc property. Thus, formdizing this a bit, and
usingan ‘a t’ operaor in terms of which tenses are to be andyzed, we have the following:®

“Att, F r(Wq, Wy, ..., Wy)" istruein English iff “F (S(t, wy), S(t, wy), ..., S(t, wy))” istruein

Wormeseg,
where F i is atempordly relationa property corresponding to the tempordly intrinsic property F,, and

S(t, w) is the dice a t of the worm w.10 For those sentences that are not so Smply evauated using a

7 “Rearrangement of Particles,” p. 66.
8| thank Sally Haslanger for making this point to me (in correspondence).
91 thank Cian Dorr for suggesting some of these formalizations to me.

10Everyday quantifiers are also temporally intrinsic. If thisis not recognized, more puzzles, or conflicts with intuition,
will also emerge. For example, the sentence “Everyone was poor in 1931" may seem correct even if Caesar was not
poor in 1931. | suggest thisisno metaphysical puzzle but showsthat ‘every’ should be taken to quantify only over
those things existing at the time in question.



corresponding tempordly intrinsgc property, the andysis will be amilar but will involve dices a times
other thant. For example, the andyss of the predicate ‘is growing’ will be andyzed in terms of intringc
properties of a series of dices rather than the intrindc properties of a single dice. Roughly, aworm
will be growing at t iff throughout an interva about t, the dices of the worm are of continuoudy
increedng Sze. Being an ex-marine, being a daughter, and other temporaly extrinsc properties will
require Smilar, though perhgps more complex analyses.11

As so far spdled out, the semantics do not say how to interpret English sentences containing “is
the same as’, “one’, or “two’, sO we must extrgpolate a bit. The key question is whether such
expressons invoke the tempordly intrindc property of a sngle dice a t or if instead they invoke the
properties of other dices. One posshility is that they invoke the temporaly intringc properties of all of
athing's dices aworm w and aworm w* are ‘the same' iff a all timest a which w or w* exigts, the
diceof w at tisidenticd to the dice of w* a t. Another posshility is to treat ‘the same as we treat
predicates invoking the temporaly intringc properties of asingledice. “Cd istdl a t” istrue, according
to the semantic theory dready specified, just in case the time worm to which “Ca” refers (viz., Al/CdA)
has atempord dicea t whichistdl. “Al istdler than Bob a t” smilarly depends upon atempord dice
of Al a t being taller than adice of Bob at t. Following the same pattern, “Cd and Ha are the same at
t” would be true iff the dice of Cd a t isidenticd to the dice of Hal a t. More generdly, our second
possible interpretation is that w and w* are ‘the same’ a t iff the dice of w at t and the dice of w* at t
areidentical.

There are two different relaions that ‘the same might pick out. The fird is not reldive to a

time, requiring all tempord dices of the worms to be identicd — and, presumably, al world dices or

11 Notice that claimsinvolving temporally extrinsic predicates require an additional quantification over times or
slices compared to claimsinvolving temporally intrinsic properties. Moreover, the slices quantified over are those
that form aworm (or worms) that includes the slice in question but that might not be identical to the original worm.
Thus, if | fuse with retired Sgt. Bilker tomorrow, then it istrueto say "1 will be an exmarine", even though the worm
towhich ‘I’ refershas no slice that isamarine. It seemswe can view temporally extrinsic predicates as quantifying
over the slices of the worm(s) centered upon the slice existing at the time indicated by thetense. | will be an ex
marine, e.g., in virtue of some future slice of the worm to which "I" refers, bearing the I-relation to some past slice that
isamarine.



counterparts as well.12 Thisrdation | cdl absolute identity sinceit is symmetric, reflexive, trangtive, and
can be characterized by Leibniz's Law where two things are absolutely identical iff any property had by
the one is had by the other, including temporal and modal properties. The second relaion is
tempordly, as well as moddly, rdative. This rdation is symmetric, reflexive, and trangtive only with
respect to a given time and world; moreover, it can be characterized by Leibniz's Law only if we restrict
the properties invoked to temporaly and moddly intringc properties. | cdl thisreation ‘sameness’; it is
the rdation Lewis calls ‘identity-at-t’ or ‘tensed identity’.

| have been discussng the expresson ‘the same, but there are severd closdy relaed
expressons. If b and ¢ are ‘the same thing, then b is ¢, b and c are one thing rather than two, and
thereis a thing rather than some things. Thus, any conclusons we draw regarding the interpretation of
‘the same’ will carry over to such rdlated expressons. Our question is not Smply whether ‘the same
names absolute identity or sameness but dso whether ‘one’, ‘two’, plurds, ‘is, and the like are
absolute or tempordly relative. Just as the semantics for tempora parts theory give us two possble
readings for ‘the same’, so too doesiit dlow for an ambiguity of the related expressions.

| contend thet typicdly — or, as a fdlback, sometimes — everyday uses of ‘the same’ and
related expressons invoke sameness rather than absolute identity. This, | say, explains why people say
that only one person entered the duplication chamber. Thus,

“Cd wasthesameasHd a t” istruein English iff “the tempord dice of Cd at t and that of Hal

a tareidentical” istruein Wormese.
Theintuitive dam tha only one person entered the duplication center individuates people & atime using
saneness, i.e. uang the tempordly intringc properties of the people. Tempora parts theory does
commit us to the clam that two people entered the chamber, but this clam individuates people usng
absolute identity, i.e. usng tempordly extrindc properties of the people. Thus, the two clamsare not in

conflict. ‘One and ‘two’ are ambiguous.

12| am arguing for the temporal relativity of ‘the same’. The modal relativity should follow in asimilar fashion.



How is‘my’ solution to the counting problem different from Lewis s? | don't think it is. Lewis
clams that we count in two different ways, one absolute, one tempordly relative. So do I. What he
cdls ‘identity’ | cal ‘absolute identity’, what he cdlls ‘identity-at-t' | cal ‘sameness. Lewissaysb and
c count as one thing, in the latter sensg, iff at the relevant time there is only one dice shared by b and c.
| concur.

What differences | have with Lewis are more matters of emphasis or perspective. Fire, Lewis
gpeaks of ‘identity-at-t', but whether you believe objects span multiple worlds or not the same counting
problem occurs in the modd case as well. Our problem so far has been that we sometimes say that
non-identica people as ‘the same’; but thisis little different than the moda puzzles Lewis wrestles with,
where “sometimes we think of distinct but smilar [objects] as if they were identicd.”3 Thus, it seems
we are deding with the same problem, that we should spesk of ‘identity-at-t-at-w'. Second, Lewis
talks only about counts being rdative to times, but the tempord relativity of ‘one and ‘two’ is part and
parcd of the tempord rdativity of ‘is, ‘the same’, and our use of plurds. Before the fission, Cd was
Hd; Cd and Hd were the same person. Findly, the tempord rdativity of these expressonsis of a
piece with the tempord reativity of so many common predicates such as ‘bent’ and ‘tal’. Thus, once
tempora parts theory gives a semantics for predicates which invoke a temporaly intringc property, and
once we note that ‘the same’, ‘one’, and the like are such predicates sometimes, then we see that there
isno counting problem, no conflict with intuition.

Lewis sometimes sounds like he s solving the counting problem, and thereby fixing tempord
parts theory, by tacking on a pragmatic counting theory. Instead | would say that the appearance of a
counting problem was dready dissolved by the semantics for tempord parts theory.14 The appearance

13 “| ndividuation by Acquaintance and by Stipulation,” p. 377.

14Could our counting be a pragmatic matter, despite the fact that our semantics for tense seem to capture the
temporal relativity so nicely? It doesn’t fit the mold of a Gricean implicature. When someone says, “Only one person
entered the chamber” we cannot understand this as literally saying that one slice entered the chamber and
implicating something additional, for what would the implicature be? One might think our counting isinstead a case
of restricted quantifiers. Just aswe say “Thereisnothing in the box” even though thereis plenty of dust and
oxygen, since we are restricting our attention to macrophysical objects, so too, one might think, when we say “One
person entered the chamber” we are restricting our attention to the ‘temporally intrinsic number’ of people. Three
things count against such areason for taking our countsto be pragmatic. First, many have argued that cases of
contextually restricted quantifiers are part of semantics, rather than pragmatics. Second, with shiftsin context



of a counting problem comes with the fallure to distinguish absolute identity from sameness. Cd is not
absolutdly identical with Hal, snce he has different tempordly extrindc properties than Hal: after the
fisson Cd will leave the chamber firgt, Hal will leave second. But a the time he entered the duplication
chamber Cd was ‘the same’ person as Hal, snce any differences between Cd and Hal are extringc to
that time. Lewis tdls us that ‘Srictly speaking, two people are present”;1> but this is somewhat
mideading snce the truth conditions for “One person was present” are satisfied in every way. We do
not say tha Monica and Jamie are not, grictly speeking, the same height in virtue of ther having
different heights long ago; amilarly, it seems we are confusing absolute identity and sameness when we
say that Ca and Ha are not, strictly speaking, the same person.

Addressing Some Objections

So far | have suggested that everyday uses of ‘the same at least sometimes pick out the
tempordly rdative relaion of sameness. My thes's does not require it, but in fact | think that everyday
uses of ‘the same almost always pick out sameness. | think that when the conception of a thing
involves a representation of it as temporadly extended, then we naturdly individuate it by its tempordly
extrindc properties, i.e. we naturdly use absolute identity. But when we concelve a thing without
picturing it as extended in time, when our image of it is more like atemporaly frozen sngpshot, then we
naturdly individuate it solely by its tempordly intringc properties, i.e. usng sameness16 Thus, our talk
of time worms is suffused with counts and identifications invoking absolute identity, while our usud talk

of objectsinvokes only sameness.

different responses are evoked in the case of the box but not in the case of our counts. Talk about the danger of dust
and wondering whether the box is a hazard for those allergic to dust, and people will then deny that there is nothing
in the box. Talk about how after the fission there will be two people needing two social security numbers and yet
people will still insist that befor e the fission there was only one person in the duplication chamber. Third, it ishard to
see how restricting our quantifiers could do the job, whether it is pragmatics or semantics. It isnot that we are
considering fewer people when we count people. If so, which of Cal and Hal is omitted? Besides, Lewis seemsto
avoid thistack (On the Plurality of Worlds p. 218).

150n the Plurality of Worlds p. 218. And, in the modal case, Lewis uses the phrase “ strictly and literally speaking.”
“Individuation by Acquaintance and by Stipulation,” p. 377.

16 These descriptions of when we invoke sameness and when we invoke absolute identity are, | hope, at least
vaguely suggestive.



Philosophica uses of ‘the same and ‘identicd’, on the other hand, are usudly set againg a
background in which ‘the same and ‘identicd’ are taken to be synonymous and identity is taken to be
that rdation characterized by the indiscernibility of identicds, including tempord and modd
indiscernibility. In other words, philosophers usudly have absolute identity in mind.  The problem, of
course, isthat philosophers are dso driven by their everyday intuitions concerning whet is ‘the same’ as
what, and, conflating sameness and absolute identity, they therefore discover philosophicd puzzles
requiring the denid of common sense in one way or ancther.

To support my clam that our use of ‘the same normally invokes sameness, let me firg cite
Lewissdata We say tha only one person entered the duplication chamber. And, in fact, whenever
we count objects, our judgment would not be revised if we wereto learn of alater fisson. | have three
cas. Were| to learn that one is undergoing fisson, | would still indst that I’ ve had three cats. 1n short,
any norma case in which we count is a case in which we would not revise our judgment in the face of
fisson.

One possible objection is that cases of fisson are imaginary cases, so we should not rely upon
our intuitions 0 heavily. That is, if absolute identity and sameness only come gpart in bizarre cases, then
intuition, grounded as it is in the actud, is a poor bass for arguing that ‘the same’ invokes sameness
rather than absolute identity. As Lewis notes, “we're talking about something that doesn’t redly ever
happen to people except in science fiction stories and philosophy examples, s is it redly so very bad
that peculiar cases have to get described in peculiar ways?'1’ But, in fact, the data does not come
merely from science fiction cases. The lump of clay sat on my workbench for a month before | shaped
it into this ungainly statue that | have placed upon the mantle. The datue did not exist before this
morning, when | crafted it, but the lump of day did; hence, the statue and the lump of clay cannot be
absolutdly identicd.  On the other hand, intuition says that only one thing Sts on the mantle. If asked
where the lump of clay went, | would explain, “That isit! That gatue isthe lump of clay!” Or imagine

that my wife tells me that she has seen the hideous statue that Cindy mentioned, but she now wants to

17 On the Plurality of Worlds, p. 219.



see the beautifully sparkling lump of clay that Bob mentioned. | would reply that “1 shaped the clay into
a Satue, s0 you're mistaken to think there are two objects. The statue and the lump of clay are the
same thing”. The daue and the lump differ in their tempord and moda properties, yet in most
contexts it is quite unnaturd to say that there are two objects. More generdly, whenever an object
changes its materid condtitution, we have another case of fisson or fuson. Thus, the case for the
tempora reativity of ‘the same is wel supported by everyday contexts, not merdy with recherché
contexts appeding to fisson.

Another possble objection is that there is no need to goped to anything other than identity, for
when someone claims that Cd and Hal are one person or the same person, they are asserting absolute
identity. It isjust that they are wrong in this case. Usudly absolute identity and sameness corrdate, so
it is natura for someone seeing what gppears to be a Sngle person to judge there to be a sSngle person,
though in fact it could turn out that they are mistaken if something unusud happens, such as fisson.
However, this objection ignores the fact that the evidence is not amply that a person, while seeing Al,
says that there is asingle person. The same person, after watching the fisson and seeing Cd and Hd
wak out of the chamber will still ingst that before the fisson there was one person. Similarly, it is not
just the person who does't know the history of the Statue that says a sSingle object sits upon the mantle;
even the sculptor, who is fully aware that there was a lump of clay long before there was a Satue, will
agree. It is not that we are inferring the absolute identity of Cd and Ha using their tempordly intrinsic
properties a t, and occasonaly we are mistaken; rather, snce we don't revise our judgments in light of
the tempordly extrindc differences between Cd and Hdl, we are judging sameness.

| have tried to argue that we can undersand ‘the same as tempordly reative in dmog al
everyday contexts. But, comes a third objection, this means b and ¢ can be said to be ‘the same’ only
relative to some particular time, and, hence, this precludes saying that b at t; isthesameascat t,. That
is, there does't seem to be any means of having a cross-tempord relaion whereby b and ¢ are ‘the
sane’ And, some may indg, everyday English cdearly dlows such tak: “I am the same person who

waved to you yesterday.” Likewise “Cd, who is standing here now, and Hd, the person who will

10



marry Shella next year, are the very same person.” How can we accommodate such sentences with a
relation thet only relates things a asingle time?

The answer is that while the relation invoked by ‘the same does not span times, the things
related commonly do, and thus these things can be identified by properties they have at other times. ‘I’
refers to a worm; ‘ the person who waved to you yesterday’ aso picks out aworm. The sentence ‘| am
the person who waved to you yesterday’ merely says that the former worm and the latter worm have a
dice in common a the time indicated by the tense, i.e a the time of utterance. | am, of course,
absolutely identica to the person who waved to you yesterday, since ‘I’ and ‘ the person who waved to
you yesterday’ refer to absolutely identicd worms. But in any case in which absolute identity holds, so
too will sameness, Since sameness is a weaker relation than absolute identity.  Sameness and absolute
identity both hold between | and the person who waved to you yesterday.

But if both rdations hold in the norma case, why do | think that ‘the same is assarting
sameness rather than absolute identity? Wouldn't it be better to say that sameness is invoked only in
strange cases of fisson and absolute identity is invoked in the norma case? No, for the same reasons
cited before. Firdt, the norma case is potentialy a fisson case. A friend asked me yesterday how
many cats | have; | replied three. If Sasha were later to strangely undergo fisson, | would not then say
that | had been wrong, that a the time the friend asked | actualy had four cats. Second, we needn’t
goped to literd fisson. Thereis only one thing lying on the couch, acat. What about the collection of
cat pats? The cat and the collection cannot be absolutely identica since they have different moda
properties, but ill, | ing4t, there is only one thing on the couch.

The sentence “I am the same person who waved to you yesterday” clams tha tempordly
reldive identity obtains now between mysdf and the person who waved to you yesterday, though these
things now related by sameness had and will have other important features obtaining at other times, e.g.
the latter’s waving to you yesterday. Similarly, Cd and Ha are now ‘the same,’ though it is dso true
that Hal will marry next year. Hd persds through time: next year he will marry, but now heis ‘the
sane asCd. Thus, agtatement claming that two things ‘are’ the same can be understood as rlative to

the present moment even if it identifies the relata in terms of properties they have a past or future times.

11



Statements of sameness can aso appear in the future or past tense. Next week Ca will not be
the same as Hdl, for after the fisson tomorrow, Ca will enter the monastery as Hal pursues Shella. In
contrast, not only am | the one who waved to you yesterday, but | dso was the one who waved to you
yedterday. In generd, then, the content of a satement of things being ‘the same’ might include both the
sameness of thethingsin question at t and al so characterigtics that one or the other has a other times.

Sider objects to Lewis's theory, indging that “it is part of the meaning of ‘counting’ that
counting is by identity.”18 Indeed, Sider is following up on Lewis s own suggestion that “It may seem
far-fetched to dam that we ever count persons otherwise than by identity smpliciter.”19 But whilethe
intuition they are widding is hard to deny, as an objection it rests upon the same confusion of languages
or of sensesof ‘identity’. When Sider ingsts that counting is ‘by identity’, whet relation does he havein
mind by this, absolute identity or sameness? Since Lewis has pointed out the ambiguity of our counts
but not the ambiguity of expressons such as ‘the same’, it may be that Sider is smply ingsting that we
only count b and ¢ as one thing when b and ¢ are ‘the same’.  Infact, | think the naturd way to
interpret the intuition that ‘we count by identity’, insofar as this is an everyday intuition, is as the clam
that the everyday usage of ‘one’ and ‘two’ should correspond to the everyday usage of ‘the same'.
But aslong as our theory recognizes the tempord redivity of the latter expresson dong with the
former, it stiffies this intuition eadly. Counting is ‘by identity’, aslong as both *counting’ and *identity’
here are understood according to the semantics for temporaly relative expressions dready adumbrated.

Could Sider ingtead be ingdting that it is part of the meaning of our counts that they are by
absolute identity, i.e. that counts individuate objects also by properties the objects will have in the past
or future or might have? If so, thisis no part of the everyday intuition about the meaning of ‘ counting’
but is a theoreticd cdam which requires an argument. Moreover, if Sder eschews the tempordly
reaive sense of ‘identity’ and ingsts that we count by absolute identity, then even on his account
counting is not ‘by identity’, for according to his account Ca and Hal are not absolutely identica, snce

18« All the World's a Stage,” p. 440.
19«gyrvival and Identity,” p. 63.
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they have different tempora and moda properties, which dictates that they are not absolutely idertica
— all despite the fact that they are counted as one.20

We usudly intend our clams about time worms to individuate the worms by al tempord and
moda properties and thus to be tenseless predications, even when specific times are mentioned which
would normaly suggest a tensed interpretation.  Thus, the question “How many (person-congtituting)
time-wor ms entered the duplication center?’ is read most easily as asking how many worms there are
(untensed) such that a some time they did (tensed) enter the duplication center. A preference for
tensdess predications of time worms makes sense since worms are, typicdly, pictured in their tempora
entirety, usudly with their tempora dimension represented spatialy — hence the name ‘worm’. The
andogous quedtion, “How many persons entered the duplication center?’ isinstead most naturaly read
as focusing on the one time, abgtracting away from facts of worm multiplicity, which are extrinsic to that
time. Thus, even if persons are worms, “There are two worms here” an untensed clam individuating
objects with respect to tempora and modal properties, does not contradict the intuition that “thereisa
gngle person here” a tensed cdlam individuating objects only with respect to temporaly intrindc
properties.

Perhaps it also makes sense to individuate worms by their tempordly intringc properties and
individuate persons by their tempordly extringc and moda properties. Is it then a problem that there
being two worms here entalls there being two persons here, where both are read astensdlessclaims, i.e.
clams individuating things by their modd and temporaly extrinac properties? To the contrary, this
result is intuitively quite paatable once we cash it out more explicitly as an untensed claim, perhaps
pargphrasing it asthe claim that throughout history there are (i.e., there did, do, or will exist) two people

(viz., Cd and Hal) who are currently here.

200n Sider’ s account, an object has temporal and modal propertiesin virtue of counterpart relations. Thus, whileit
may be true to say that the slice of Cal at t and the slice of Hal at t wereidentical, it will not be true to say that Cal and
Hal themselves, i.e. the persons, were identical since they differ temporally and modally in virtue of the different
temporal and modal counterpart relations invoked by the different names. And since absolute identity requires the
same temporal and modal properties, as| have stipulated, then ipso facto Cal and Hal are not absolutely identical.
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Worms are persons, according to Lewis. Thus, names of worms and names of persons corefer.
But such names gpparently do some extra semantic or pragmeatic work, since talk of ‘worms most
naturaly evokes a context in which the referents are individuated by their modd and tempora properties
while tak of ‘persons most naturdly evokes a context in which the referents are individuated by ther
tempordly intrindc properties. Thus, Smply saying that worms are persons can be mideading, snce
names of worms and persons cannot be intersubgtituted, sve veritate. Before the fisson we would say
that Cal and Hal are the same person, but we would say Cd and Hal are different worms. Again, there
is no contradiction since in the former case we are making a tempordly rdative clam, saying Cd and
Ha presently are the same person, while in the latter case we are making a non-rddive dam, saying

Cal and Hal are not (i.e., not always) the same worm.

Sider’s Alternative

The gppearance of a counting problem stems from a confusion of different languages. We easily
conflate tensed with untensed predications, tak of objects individuated by their tempordly intrinsc
properties with talk of objects individuated by their tempordly extringc and moda properties. Sider,
however, ds0 tries to fix the counting problem, but in adifferent way. Unfortunately, in seeking to solve
aproblem, Sider dters the semantics and thereby instead creates a problem.

The dternative Sider advocates is that persons and objects are not time worms but time
dices2l Thisis supposed to solve the counting problem because a personwho will undergo fissonis,
on his theory, but asingle dice. And yet after the fisson there will be two people snce there are two
dicesat that time.

| have argued that the clam that persons are worms can be mideading, that names of the two
cannot be intersubdtituted, smilarly, the clam that persons are dices can be mideading. Slices are
momentary things, they do not change, and, as Sider himsdlf points out, there are an infinitude of dices

21« Al the World'sa Stage,” (1996). The stage view is not entirely new with Sider. Perry’s“Can the Self Divide”
(1972) considersit, defendsit against the most obvious objections, but ultimately opts for aview half way between
the stage view and what he callsthe *branch’ view (essentially Lewis s account). And, even further back, inWord
and Object (1960), Quine also talks of time dices (e.g., p. 52).
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that occupied my study yesterday, even though | was the only person there22 In short, the logic of
object and person tak is not the same asthe logic of dicetak. But though Sider’s dam may evoke the
incredulous gtare, we can explan why it sounds so wrong-headed by gppedling to the difference
between coreference and synonymy. Sder is claming that terms referring to persons and terms
referring to dices corefer, but not that they function ssmanticdly the samein all ways.

So let’singtead look at his semantics, which tdl afuller story. Sider tellsusthat “Tom” refersto
the current dice, presumably the dice that exigs a the time of utterance. 1t ssemswhat he meansisthe
current dice of the worm we associate with the name “ Tom.” Past and future tense predications are
then true iff the present dice bears the correct relation to a past or future dice with the appropriate
property. Fair enough, sofar.

Didinguishing English from Sider’s technicd language, cdl it Sicese, here is a sketch of Sder’s
semantics, where ‘s abbreviates “the dice of the time worm picked out by ‘Tom' a the time of
utterance”:

“Tomwas hot” istruein English iff “thereisadicethat isprior to s isl-related to s, and is hot”

istruein Sicese.

The I-rdation is Lewis s genidentity reation, the “unity relation for persons’ which, as Lewis describes
it, holds among the dices of a person; thus, according to Lewis “a person is a maximd I-interrelated
aggregate.”23

With this understood, we can see that in fact Sder’s semantics are quite Smilar to Lewis's!
Let'scompare thetwo. Recall that on Lewis s account we have:

“Tomwas tdl” istruein English iff “thereis some dice of Tom before the time of utterance that

istal” istruein Wormese,

Both say that some dice is hot. Both require that dice to pre-date the time of utterance. And both

make use of the same time worm, that which is associated with the name “Tom.” We are left with the

22« 7|l the World's a Stage,” p. 448.
23«gyrvival and Identity,” p. 59.
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sangle difference between the two accounts. Sider’s semantics require the dice to be I-related to the
current dice of the gppropriate worm, while Lewis' s semantics smply require that the dice must be a
dice of the gppropriate worm. But since the I-rdation is, for Lewis, the unity relation of persons, i.e.
the rdation between dl dices of a person, in't it the same thing whether we 1) take the current dice of
the worm and ook for another dice I-rdated to it, or 2) Smply look for a dice of the worm?

Actudly, the two methods I’ ve described do depart substantidly if the gppropriate worm has no
current dice, eg. for sentences about Socrates. But in such cases Sider tdlls us to use an dternative
semantics, one that says merdly, “that at some point in the pagt, there is a Socrates-stage that is wise.”24
But this is just what Lewis's semantics specify!2> It may seem, then, that Sider’s account does not
differ from Lewis's.

Sider’s semantics do in fact differ when it comes to cases of fisson or fuson. Recdl Al, who
glits into Ca and HA. Consider “Tomorrow, Cd will be tal,” uttered shortly before the fisson.26
Udng Lewis's semantics, this means that some dice of the gppropriate worm (Al/CdA) that exigts
tomorrow is tal. Intuitively, this makes sense. On Sider’s semantics, however, we take the current
dice of the gppropriate worm, i.e. a dice pre-dating the salit, and the sentence is true iff there is some
tal dice exiding tomorrow thet is I-related to this dice. But both the dices cdled “Cd” and the dices
cdled “Hd” are I-related to the current, pre-fisson dicel Thus, in generd, any clams made before the
gplit about Cd will incorrectly turn out to be clams about Ca or Hal!

Worse yet, on Sider’s semantics, cdlams made about a particular time vary in truth vaue

depending on the time of utterance. If fisson occurs 1:.00 PM Tuesday, and everyone is short except

24« A|| the World' s a Stage,” p. 450.

25Thiswould seem to be quite a problem for Sider’s account. First, it does not give us asingle unified account as
Lewis sdoes; instead it specifies one set of truth conditions if the referent currently exists and another set if it does
not. Second, it ishard to believe that the semantics for everyday sentences depend upon whether the object still
exists. Thus, to know what “Feynman played the bongo drums” means, must one know whether Feynman is still
aliveor not? It seems not.

26sjder (in correspondence) has pointed out that “Cal” may fail to refer in such acase. | amimagining acase where
the name isintroduced before the split, such as“Let’s dub Cal the one who first comes out of the duplication center.”
For those who think fixing reference in such away is problematic, the whole issue can be avoided by considering
instead the symmetrical case of fusion and the sentence “ Yesterday Ca wastall” uttered after the fusion. This,
though, is not wholly satisfactory, for the case for psychological continuity is much weaker with fusion.
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Ha who grows tall Wednesday morning, “Cd istal now,” uttered Wednesday at noon, would be fdse
while “Ca will be tal Wednesday at noon,” uttered Tuesday a noon, would be true. And, “Cd will be
tall Wednesday” would be true when uttered Tuesday a noon yet fase when uttered two hours later.
Surely one desideratum for any semanticsisthat the time of utterance should not affect the truth vaue of

an eterna sentencel

Abstracting Away From Ontological Commitments

| started out addressing a very specific problem, viz. how tempord part theorists can reconcile
their theory with our actud counting practices. | tried to show that the problem is not quite so specific,
that our counting is of a piece with our judgments of which things are ‘the same, and that this temporaly
reldive notion of sameness fdls out quite naturdly within a semantics of tense. | would like now to
generdize the problem and its solution further. After dl, mogt of the work that we have done applies
just as well to endurantigts as to perdurantists, i.e. just as well to those who deny tempora parts as to
those who espouse them.  Endurantists must dso somehow ded with intuitions that “Al and Cd are the
same person,” “Al and Ha are the same person,” and yet “Cd will be a different person than Hal.”
Thus, the counting problem is not a problem specific to tempord parts theory. Moreover, though we
have focused on how tempord parts advocates can address this problem, in fact the approach we have
been consdering does not, on reflection, require the existence of tempora parts and should therefore be
equaly gppeding to endurantists. Lewis' s semantic account certainly is a perdurantist account, for he
cashes out ‘identity-at-t' in terms of having identica tempord dices a t. But we can abstract away
from this commitment, since the resolution does not require a commitment to any particular underlying
metgphysic. To make thispoint, | now turn to the problem of temporary intrinsics.

According to Lewis, the explanation of how change is possible, i.e. of how a single thing can be
bent and, after changing, that same thing can be straight, lies in the fact that its being bent consstsin one
of its tempord dices being bent while its being Straight conggtsin adistinct tempord part being straight.
The explanation is andogous to the explanation of how it can be that right now | am bent and Straight:
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my legs are bent though my back is sraight. In both the spatid and the tempord case, it isdidtinct parts
that are bent or straight ampliciter.

Thisis Lewis s answer to the problem. But what is the problem? That is, what exactly is this
ubiquitous ‘problem of change or ‘problem of temporary intringcs ? Lewis presents it by describing
someone who changes from being bent to being straight and asking “How is such change possible?’27 |
think, however, that there are two different problems that should be distinguished.

As Sider presents the problem, “There is an gpparent contradiction — that | both am, and am
not, sraight-shaped — that must be resolved in some way. How?’ Sider is presenting one problem,
that of an apparent contradiction that must be resolved. It seemsthat both P and not-P, so we need
to do some explaining to show that there is not — and why thereis not — a contradiction.

But if this is the problem, then this is indeed a superficid puzzle. Does a person’s being bent
conflict with a person’s being sraight? Not as long as the person is bent at one time and is straight at
another. In other words, the puzzle speaks smply of being bent, but as we al know an object is bent
relative to some time. A tensed predication of bentness involves the object, the bentness, and the
time(s) a which the object is bent. We would have a contradictory tensed predication only if we were
to say that Lewisisbent a sometime and Lewis is sraight a that same time, which, presumably, is not
what isbeing clamed. Being bent a t and draight a t' is no contradiction.

Is the supposed contradiction instead thought to involve an untensed predication? It is unclear
wha an untensed predication of bentness would mean. Perhgps something is tensedlessy bent iff it is
bent at sometime. But then something tensdesdy being bent and tensdesdy being sraight would not
be contradictory, since something can be bent a one time and straight a another. Perhaps instead
something is tensdesdy bent iff it is bent a all times a which it exigs. Then it would be contradictory
for Lewis to be both tensdesdy bent and tensdesdy sraight. But Lewis is not tensdesdy bent in this

sense. Whichever way we go we find no contradiction.

270n the Plurality of Worlds, p. 204.
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The agppearance of a puzzling contradiction comes when we conflate our tensed and our
tenseless predications, saying that “Lewisis bent” contradicts “Lewis is sraight”, which is certainly true
if these are read as tensed predications of temporaly relative properties, and yet we add that in fact
“Lewisis bent” and “Lewis is graight”, clams one can maintain only on an untensed reading. That is,
the appearance of contradiction comes with the attempt to capture tempordly relative English with a
logic that ignores tempord rddivization. This puzzle is dissolved smply by disambiguating temporadly
relativized and non-rdativized predications. If we Iamply want to explan away this gpparent
contradiction, we need not descend to the speculations of degp metaphysics, for this is a smple
problem of understanding the logic of tensed predications of English.

This, as | say, is one problem, a problem of semantics or ‘ surface metaphysics, as it were.
Thereisdso the related problem of *degp metaphysics, viz., the problem of explaining how things have
tempordly relative properties. That is, there is d 0 the question of what ontologica structures underlie
such reldive properties. Agan, our andogy with spatid rdativity might help to illugtrate the digtinction.
If 1 say that right now the Pacific Ocean is 68 degrees Fahrenheit and is dso 52 degrees Fahrenheit, one
unfamiliar with temperatures might see this as a contradiction. But once we recognize that temperatures
are had by bodies at certain locations, that temperatures are spatidly relative, then the gppearance of
a contradiction dissolves. What remains, though, is the deeper metephysica issue of what sort of
ontology underlies location-relative properties, whether, for example, we believe in the arbitrariness of
pats and therefore say that the Pacific is a sum of an infinitude of non-overlapping objects, each of
which ingantiates spatidly intrindgc properties, or we insead say that temperatures supervene on some
brute relations to times.

In fact, it isthis latter, deeper problem that Lewis seemsto intend by ‘the problem of temporary
intringcs.  Saying nothing about any contradiction, he says he knows of only three solutions to the
problem of temporary intrindgcs, and he then sketches three ontologica stories that might explain how

things have time-relative properties.28 He thinks there are fairly decisive reasons for rejecting two and

280n the Plurality of Worlds, p. 204.
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therefore for accepting tempord parts theory. His reasons and how good they are, though, are not our
present concern. | wish merdly to digtinguish the two problems we have briefly examined. The fird is
the apparent contradiction, which can be resolved smply by distinguishing tensed from untensed
predications, by noting that everyday predications of shape, e.g., are tempordly relative. The second is
the problem of spdling out what ontological structure underlies, and thus makes possble, tempora

relaivity. For the child or non-native spesker who is genuindy confused about seemingly conflicting
clams about Lewis being bent and Lewis being straight, the proper remedy is to inform her about the
relevant empord reldivity, eg. emphaszing that Lewis was bent but is now draght. Thisisonly a
problem about words. Introducing tempord parts would be not only unwise but aso a change of

subject. For the metaphysician, on the other hand, the words were never a source of confusion in the
first place; the problem lies deeper.

Findly, let us gpply our lesson to the counting problem. Here we again have a problem with
words, that of reconciling theoreticad clams that Cd and Hal are different people with everyday cdlams
that before the fisson Cad and Hal were the same person. The resolution of this problem comes when
we distinguish everyday clams of sameness from philosophicad clams of dsolute identity, the former a
temporaly relative rdation, the latter not. Recognizing this dissolves the gppearance of a conflict, but,
as with the gpparent contradiction of a thing being bent and being dtraight, this leaves us with the
question of what underlies this tempord rdativity.

There are two different semartic problems here, the solution of one requiring the recognition that
‘bent’ and itsilk are tempordly reative and the solution of the other requiring the recognition thet ‘the
same and its kin are also tempordly relative. But a Sngle deeper problem underlies both of these
semantic problems, viz. determining what ontologica structure underlies tempord relativity. In the case
of the problem of temporary intringcs, the controversy has focused upon the deegper issues of ontology,
for, after dl, who does't know that a thing dways has a shape at some time? Shape was chosen
precisely because it is understood by al to be tempordly reative. Thus, this problem is not specific to
shape but is aout ‘temporary intrindcs or ‘change in generd. In the case of the counting problem, in

contrag, it actudly is interesting to discover a difference between everyday clams of sameness and
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philosophica cdams of absolute identity. Thus, the counting problem is a problem specificaly about
counts, sameness, and related notions.  Once you recognize that clams of sameness are temporaly
relaive, the question of what ontology underlies predications of sameness is smply the problem of what
ontology underlies any tempordly reaive predications, i.e. is amply Lewis's problem of temporary
intringcs

The mord of dl of this is tha the counting problem is a semantic problem, a problem
independent of the underlying metaphysics. Lewis has given an answer to the counting problem in terms
of tempord parts, thereby taking up both problems smultaneoudy. But this entangles what are separate
problems. Perhaps tempord parts theorigts are right and something has a temporaly relative property
now in virtue of having a current tempord part that has the corresponding intringc property. Or
perhaps they are wrong and something has a property now in virtue of having a disguised relaion to the
current time.  In ether case, the same linguidtic evidence suggests that being ‘the same' is tempordly
reaive, and this is dl that is necessary to resolve the counting problem. Conversdy, whether or not |
am correct about sameness being tempordly relaive, the arguments for and againgt tempord parts
remain the same:29

What this meansis that while we have resolved the counting problem using Lewis s perdurantist
semantics, the only part of those semantics in fact needed to solve the problem is that which makes
explicit the tempord reldivity of sameness. Thus, instead of saying

“Cd and Hd will bethe same’ istrue in English iff “for sometimet after t,, adiceof Cd at tis

identical to adiceof Ha a t” istruein Wormese,

we can Smply say,

29 n fact, we can go further with our semantic analysis of sameness, as Wiggins has done. He claimsthat material
objectsb and c are ‘the same’ iff b “is composed [at t] of the same matter as’ c. (See Sameness and Substance, p.
197n1.19) Thus, he specifies not only that being ‘ the same’ istemporally relative, but also what this relation consists
in. But thisclaimisalso independent of the underlying ontology. If Wigginsisright, then we can either understand
b and c being the same as 1) b and ¢ having the same material temporal part at t; as 2) b and ¢ being related to some
collection of material objects by arelation that relates the object composed, the collection composing it, and atime;
or as 3) b and c instantiating the  composed of’ relation to a collection of material objects, where the instantiation
relation istemporally relativized; etc. Thatis, if Wiggins' analysisis consistent with at least three different
ontological pictures.
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“Cd and Hd will bethe same’ istruein English iff “a sometimet after t,, Cad and Ha arethe

sameat t” istruein Tenselessese,30
something to which a person of any metaphysica persuason can agree. We can explain any agpparent
contradictions, whether between contrary properties of an object or between everyday and
philosophical counts of objects, by recognizing that being ‘bent’ and being ‘the same’, are temporaly
relative, that being ‘the same’ in this senseis different than being ‘identica’ in the philosopher’s sense.

In a gmilar vein, those speculating on the so-caled conditions of ‘identity across time' of
persons and other objects can reformulate the perdurantist’ s genidentity relations among dices as more
generd genidentity relations among property indtantiations. Taking up Parfit’s argument that identity and
mental continuity cannot be the same, Lewis argues,

... wedo indeed have adiscrepancy of formal character between identity and any suitable relation of mental
continuity and connectedness.

But what does that show? Only that the two relations are different. And we should have known that from
the start, since they have different relata. He who says that what mattersin survival is arelation of mental
continuity and connectedness is speaking of a relation among more or less momentary person-stages, or

time-slices of continuant persons, or persons-at-times31

We clearly must apped to different relata, but why gpped to dices? After dl, the theory
appeals to mental continuity, not dice continuity, So why not smply spdl this out in terms of a continuity
of mental properties? Rather than saying that a person is that which sums a series of tempord parts
which have psychologicdly continuous properties, we can say a person is that which itsdf has
psychologicaly continuous properties. |f perssting objects have properties at times, it is bdieves-at-t
and other such psychologicd ‘properties that we want to be continuous, not the dices. Such a
formulation leaves open whether, and if so in what sense, a person isto be identified with or analyzed as
some matter, but if we wish to capture Smply the commitment to menta continuity and not some further

commitment, this independence is precisaly what is wanted.32 Thus, for the purpose of debating what

30L epore and Ludwig argue that a semantics of tense must be formulated in atenseless language in order to capture
temporal relativity properly. See"Truth Conditional Semanticsfor Tense".

31«gyrvival and Identity,” p. 58.

32Thisis especially relevant to summing temporal parts, for while it may make sense to say that the atoms of an
object are ontologically prior to the object, temporal parts theorists have explicitly denied that we are to understand
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meatters in surviva or what the identity conditions are of people or objects, appealing to tempora parts
obfuscates the issue, bringing an unnecessary commitment to an underlying metaphysic.

The counting problem, like the problem of dissolving the contradiction of something being bent
and being sraight, and like the problem of giving a theory of persond identity over time, isindependent
of the underlying ontology. Exploring the ontology is, no doubt, a worthwhile task, but it is a separate
task.33

M ethodology

We began looking at what appears to be an esoteric metaphysical puzzle, how tempord parts
theory can be reconciled with our intuitions about counting objects that undergo fisson. As we
progressed, we began to see that the problem is in fact much more generd. The trouble is not merdly
counting objects that undergo fisson but counting everyday objects, such as statues and lumps of clay.
And the problem is not merdly a counting problem but a problem about notions of identity. Findly, we
have focused on the tempord rdativity of sameness, but smilar arguments should extend the thesis for
modd rdativity aswell. Recognizing the ambiguity of ‘the same’ will therefore, | believe, go along way
in resolving problems of materid condtitution.

However, where | most depart from standard accounts of these puzzles is in methodology. To
solve these traditiond ‘metgphysicd’ problems | have gpplied semantics. Others have used what they
have taken to be metaphysicd intuitions — eg. the intuition that the statue and the lump of clay are the
same — assuming al the while that they know what they mean by them being ‘thesame’ Theintuition
has been taken by many to be that the Statue and the lump are necessarily identicd, but then we face the
problem of how we can intuit necessary facts when presented only with what is actud or how we can
intuit what will be from what obtains now. Asamatter of methodology, these intuitions have been taken

to be prima facie truths which, when found to conflict with other prima facie truths, can be discarded.

temporal slices as prior to the persisting object. See Lewis, "Survival and Identity,” p. 77; Sider, "Four-
Dimensionalism,” pp. 207-208.

330ther arguments for the independence of various ‘ metaphysical’ problems and one’s metaphysics include
Robinson's "Can Amoebae Divide Without Multiplying?' and Perry's " The Problem of Personal Identity”, pp. 9ff.
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Lewis tels us that “theories can earn credence by their clarity and economy; and if they disagree alittle
with common opinion, then common opinion may be corrected even by a philosopher”;34 gpparently
many have taken this to heart, for we find metaphysicians saying that statues do not exig, that the lump
ceased to exist when the statue was formed, that there redly are two objects co-located on the mantle,
that Al dies during fisson, and other wondrous things:35

In contrast, | have investigated the semantics of ‘the same” The analogy of locationreative
identity helps illugtrate the point.3¢ Highway 238 and highway 45 are the same highway here, though
they solit up 20 miles north of here. Tak of rivers does not work this way. At the confluence of the
Missouri and the Mississppi, one of the two necessarily ends. Typicdly, tak of highway samenessis
locetion relative while talk of river samenessisnot. Likewise, persons are typicaly individuated relaive
to atime while worms are not. This is a mundane semantic fact, not to be mistaken for a deep truth of
metaphysics. We could tak of rivers as we tak of roads. We could tak of persons as we tak of
worms, individuaing them using absolute identity. We could, but we dont, for obvious practicd
reasons. We are concerned with how many objects, individuated with respect to tempordly intringc
properties, are now on the mantle. Our semantic study reved s that the intuition that Cd and Ha are the
same has no implications across times and worlds.  The puzzle of how ‘one thing can have
contradictory tempora or moda properties is thus not so much a metgphysicd puzzle as a semantic
confuson. Before arguing the metaphysics of identity, it is important to get clear on what we mean by
identity’. And if, as some say, confusion is rife in philosophy, then we would do well to turn to some

semantic housecleaning to see how many other ‘'metaphysica’ puzzles thereby disappear.37

34 “Holes,” p. 9.
350n the Plurality of Worlds, p. 218.
36Cf. Lewis s“Survival and Identity,” p. 64; Stalnaker’s “ Counterparts and | dentity,” p. 134.

37 1"d like to thank Troy Cross, Kit Fine, TimMaudlin, Brian McLaughlin, Ernie Sosa, Ted Sider, and Adam Wager for
reading versions of this paper and giving very useful comments.
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